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PAPERS PUBLISHED IN 1987 
I want to begin my first report as Editor by thanking Howard Baden, 
his two Chief Associate Editors, Michael Wick and Arthur Sober, 
and his editorial assistants, Fran Clark and Pat Novak for transfer-
ring the Journal to Denver in exc~lIent conditio?- ",:,ith little back-
log, with all files in order, and wIth clear. deSCriptIons of Journal 
functions . Only after nine months as EdItor do I apprecIate the 
amount of effort which Howard and his editorial staff invested in 
achieving the standard of excellence we seek for TheJournal oflnves-
tigative Dermatology (JID).. . . 
As presented in Table I, we receIved a record number of ongmal 
manuscripts in 1987 (503), and the quahty of the .papers was very 
high . The number of pages published (~324). was wlthl?- one page of 
the "limit" of our contract WIth ElseVIer SCIence Pubhshmg Com-
pany. I anticipate that the number of pages published in 1988 will be 
at least 1425 due to the large number of quality manuscripts now in 
the editorial and review process. The expenditures for these addi-
tional pages seem to be necessary if we are .to provide an ~ccessib l e 
forum for publication of the best research m c~taneous bl~lo~y. 
The 235 original reports included /lve rapid. commUl11CatlOns, 
and in addition there were supplements, edltonals, letters to the 
editor, and book reviews as presented in Table II. We are trying to 
encourage concise reports as rapid communications by pro,":iding 
expedited review and editorial ~andling, and by asklJ~g for Simple 
revisions if requested by the reviewers. In the past, rapid commUl11-
cations were not permitted any revision, but this change seems to 
facilitate succinct reports of exciting and timely new work. 
The fate of the 503 papers submitted in 1987 is indicated in Table 
III. The Editorial Board requests revisions only from those papers 
which we feel are likely to be accepted and are of high priority. ~he 
approach of the Editorial Board is to reject ~ny paper that reqUIres 
extensive revision, rewntmg, or new experiments, and to request 
resubmission of these papers if we feel that such extensive re~isions 
would produce a paper of high priority. of course, ~anuscr~pts of 
low priority, or those that are fatally flawed, are rejected w~th n? 
request for resubmission. The reje~tion rate of 53% for 1987 IS a ~It 
misleading, since many of these rejected papers have been resubmit-
ted and subsequently accepted. Improvement in this figure will 
require more pages published in 1988 and subseque~t years: . 
The new review system has been very successful 111 provldmg. a 
timely review of high quality, .and as~uring.that pape~s m any.toplc 
area are considered by an ASSOCiate Editor With speCial mterest m the 
field. Reviewers return their completed reviews to the Associate 
Editor in their topic area, and the Associate Edit<:>r detert:nil~es 
whether the reviews are fair and accurate, and proVIdes a prIOrIty 
rating for the manusc~ipt. Thi~ is the.n sent to the edito~ial <:>ffice, 
and the Editor and Chief ASSOCiate Editors make a determmatlon of 
the fate of the manuscript, based on the reviewers' and Associate 
Editor's opinions. This additional editorial s~ep assures that. some-
one with an expert's interest in the manuscnpt assesses the Impor-
Table I. JID Publication Statistics, 1982-1988 
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 
Original reports 
received 397 411 470 486 438 503 
Pages published 944 1127 1123 1151 1388 1324 
Original reports 187 193 197 215 253 235' 
• Plus 12 in supplement. 
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tance and priority of every submitted manuscript and the fairness of 
the reviews. This step has tremendously enhanced the uniformity 
and accuracy of the review process, and has provided expert Com-
ments on many manuscripts, which greatly improve the eventually 
published paper. . . .. 
The duration of the review process IS summanzed 111 Table IV. 
The mean duration in which papers are in the reviewer's hands is 
abollt 35 days from mailing from the editorial office. The time 
between when the reviewer mails the reviewed paper to the Asso-
ciate Editor and when it arrives in my office is 14.4 days, which is 
quite good considering that this involves tw? mai!ings. The me~n 
time in the editorial office befote the author IS nOtified of the dec1-
sion is 4.9 days. This step includes the editorial decision plus edito-
rial review of accepted papers by either the Editor or one of the 
Chief Associate Editors for deficiencies in context, expression, clar-
ity of presentation of data, and adherence to Journal styl ~ .. I estimate 
that the time added to the review process by the addition of the 
Associate Editor step is less than ten days, and I feel that this im-
provement in the review process and the subs~quent improvement 
in manuscripts more than compensates fortlus delay. .. 
The total duration of the "average" review from submISSion to 
editorial decision is about eight weeks. However, as one can see 
from the range for reviewers 1 and 2 in Table IV, there are papers 
which are held in review for an unacceptable period. From July to 
December 1987, about 25% of our reviewers were late, and required 
reminder by mail or telephone. However, si~lce .we us~~lly require 
both reviews for considetation to make an edltonal deCISIon, almost 
half of our papers were unacceptably delayed in review. Thi~ was ill 
spite of the fact that we're chasing late reviewers (determmed by 
computer search) weekly with letters and eventually telephone 
calls. To improve this situation, since December we have been ca~l­
ing late reviewers when manuscripts. are more than 5 weeks. In 
review, and every week thereafter until we get a response. Dur~ng 
the summer months, we will be calling reviewers before sendmg 
review requests, to identify people · on vacati~n. I am ~sking our 
reviewers to please show more consideratIOn III provldlllg tHUely 
reviewers of manuscripts. I will report next year on the success of 
these efforts. 
During 1986 and 1987 I purchased comp~ter. hardware and soft-
ware to expand the capabilities of the edltonal office to follow 
manuscripts and select reviewers and to provide first class corre-
spondence w.ith minimal time and.effort. Mallu~cnpt flow and re-
viewer selection are now computenzed. Our reviewer data base has 
been expanded to approximately 950, due largely to the excellent 
response from SID and ESDR members to my request for reviewers. 
We have not yet transferred all names from the old data base, so if 
you have not been asked to review a manuscnpt 111 1987, ple~se send 
me your CV and I will add you to the data base. My ~oal IS to use 
every reviewer for 2 reviews each year. The manuscnpt da~a base 
facilitates the identification of late reViewers, the evaluation of 
manuscript flow, and preparation of reports summarizi?-g manu-
script flow and the characteristics of the manuscnpts received, such 
as topic area, and country of origin. 
Table II. Profile of 1987 Publications 
Original reports 
Rapid communications 
Supplements 
Editorials 
Letters to the Editor 
Book reviews 
230 
5 
12 
4 
12 
3 
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Table III. Fate of 1987 Submissions 
Submitted 
Accept, revise, rereview 
Reject 
503 
237 (47%) 
266' (53%) 
, A !lumber of these rejected have been subsequently accepted. 
Because of arrangements initiated by Howard Baden, abstracts for 
the SID, and ESDR and other societies are now submitted on uni-
f?rm can~era-ready forms. This should decrease delays in publica-
tIon and Improve appearance, but we are sti ll not satisfied with the 
quality of reproduction of abstracts during 1987. 
Dunng 1987, the author of "In This Issue ... ," Gina Kolata 
accepte~ a high-profile medical specialist position with the Nel~ 
York Tlllles, an.d was forced to terminate her relationship with the 
JIJ? . We were.111deed fortunate to be able to entice Jean Marx, a staff 
wnter for Sclellce, to assume duties as the author of "In This 
Issue. . . " Her contributions so far have convinced me that this 
section will continue to be an important introduction to some of the 
best work ~n the JID. I want to also extend my thanks to Naomi 
Kanof, Irwlll Braverman, and Lloyd King for their continued efforts 
in selection of articles to be reviewed by Jean Marx. 
I am please? to announce that there will be a number of supple-
~entallssues. 111 the future. A commemorative issue celebrating the 
FIftieth Anl11ve~sary of the SID and JID is in the final stages of 
preparation. ThiS Issue Will focus on the growth of science in the 
past 50 years ~s reported in the pages of the JID, and will provide 
some perspectives on how we started and where we're going. In our 
efforts to attract the attention of scientists in all fields to work in the 
JID, and t~ improve this journal as a forum for presentation of 
excellent SCience, we have been able to arrange the means to again 
pu?ltsh the proceed111gs of the Symposium on the Biology of the 
Skm at. Saltshan Lodge as a July supplement in the JID, without 
dec~eas111g the number of pages available for original reports. The 
tOpiC of the 38th Annual Symposium, Oct 16 -19, 1988 will be 
"Va.scular Elements of the Dermis," organized by Kirk Wuepper, 
Irwm Braverman, and Richard Sontheimer. In addition, we are 
a~tempting to arrange publication of a recent Pigment Cell Sympo-
SIum In Japan as a supplement to the Journal. 
A high priority for this Editorial Board is to make the JID accessi-
ble to authors from outside North America, to provide a review 
process. that enhances manuscripts, a.nd to edi,r papers in such a way 
to maXl1TI1Ze the Impact of the paper 111 a concise form. Recognizing 
that the JID is the official publication of both the SID and the 
ESDR, we have a review process that now extensively uses non-
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Table IV. Duration of Review Process 
Reviewer l ' 
Reviewer 2' 
Associate Editor b 
Editor 
• Includes one mailing. 
! Includes two mailings. 
Mean days 
36.4 
35.2 
14.4 
4.9 
Range 
7-123 
5-114 
2-46 
1-11 
American reviewers, we provide fair and equal access to publication 
to non-American authors, and we have three European Associate 
Editors who have been as deeply involved in manuscript review as 
their American c:ounterparts. My goal is to assure that my communi-
cation with the ESDR members and board of directors will be just as 
complete as my communication with the SID. 
I would like to close this report by recognizing the considerable 
efforts of the Associate Editors this year in reviewing manuscripts, 
in resolving conflicting opinions, and in providing direct manage-
ment of the fairness and scientific validity of the review process. I 
feel that this extra level of involvement provides a more uniform 
and superior review process, and I am sure that the authors who 
might have felt that their field has been overlooked by the Journal 
appreciate this added protection. 
Bill Weston and Clark Huff deserve strong praise for their efforts 
during the year il: providing balanced editorial opinion, and in 
personally reviewing and editing many manuscripts and preparing 
accepted papers for publication. This editorial office could not func-
tion without their continued involvement in all aspects of manu-
script review and revision. 
Finally, I must thank Klaus Wolff, the Chief Associate Editor for 
the ESDR, for providing the liaison between the Editorial Board 
and the ESDR membership and boal'd, for dealing with the concerns 
of individual authors, and for chasing late reviewers for me across 
great distances. 
The continued growth of the number of manuscripts submitted 
to the JID is a strong indication of the strength of international 
investigative dermatology and related areas of cutaneous biology. 
Our challenge as we celebrate the Fiftieth Anniversary of the 
fOll11ding of the JID is to provide the resources to support the 
growth of the Journal to match the continued increase in high 
priority manuscripts. 
David A. Norris, M.D. 
Editor 
